Chapter 15

Posner Buys Byers – Who the FBI Rewrites

We have seen that although he buried it in his source notes when it belonged up front, in his text where he uses prisoner statements about Ray, that Posner did acknowledge these statements by prisoners present a credibility problem.  While Posner says that only one prisoner sought to make money from his story, which was fiction, which he had made up, there are other benefits prisoners could and did see from the stories they made up in the hope they would benefit from them.  Benefit for prisoners could include special considerations and parole or reducing the sentence.  For those against whom there were pending charges, the possibility of benefit was always there.  The charges could be reduced or even wiped out in return for the stories made up for these and other purposes.
We have seen that Posner, although all the information was in what he says were his sources, especially in the MURKIN files, did not mention the name of the one prisoner he says sought to sell his made-up story -- and that he has three source notes reflecting that this man who made the stories up for hoped-for profit, Raymond Curtis, was the source of the source Posner used, George McMillan.

Or, the caution he has buried in his notes about the undependablility of what prisoners said (but not to worry because he has good judgement and is not going to be hoodwinked, smart as he is) is sucker bait, to deceive and mislead the reader, to get reader trust for what the reader should not trust.

Posner went big for the story based on which the House assassins committee said, that Ray was financed to kill King by wealthy racists, and again he was uneasy about the committee’s lone source, which is his lone and for him second-hand source.  He goes into this fiction by a man who faced jail over the robbery of a museum with but a single mention of that man’s name, Russell Byers, and that is parenthesis.

There is no confirmation of this Byers story.  That does not bother Posner a bit, despite his pretenses previously cited, despite his pretended recognition of the "credibility" problem.  That the committee could not connect any Ray with this made-up story of Byers troubles Posner not a bit be​cause he needed it for his book as much is the committee needed it for its rewriting of our tragic history.  Posner gets into his rehash with his usual dependence on conjecture and surmise that have no basis for reality:

Jerry publicly denies being there [New Orleans], saying instead that he was visiting St. Louis for the Christmas holidays.  But St. Louis is only 675 miles from New Orleans, making it possible for Jerry to have quickly made the trip there after James called him from the road.  Of course, the visitor in New Orleans could also have been John Ray, who had recently begun preparing for the opening of his own tavern in St. Louis and had no time clock or work schedule that could curtail his movements.

The timing of a December meeting between the brothers is important because that is the time when John and Jerry may have independently learned about the standing $50,000 bounty that the St. Louis lawyer and segregationist John Sutherland was offering for King's murder.  That was the same offer Ray himself might have found out about before he escaped Jeff City  (page 204).

Posner is careful not to give the date of this reported "bounty" that, in the Posner version, like that of the House assassins committee, financed Ray and in which Posner has just conjectured the brothers into that conspiracy.  In Posner’s book, for the brothers to have met with James and conspired with him to kill King, that conspiracy, obviously, had to have been before King was assassinated.  In what we have just quoted from his book it had to have been before the end of the year before the assassination, before the end of 1967.

With all the alleged principals in the alleged plot to allegedly pay $50 thousand to get King killed safely dead the Committee had no problem maligning them based on only Byers word and Posner had even less problem in imagining the non-existing Ray connection with this non-existing plot.  In these two paragraphs alone Posner’s “proof” in his use of “could” to establish a Posnerian conspiracy.  That is strengthened, as the Wall Street lawyer strengthens his conjecture, with the added conjecture that Jerry Ray “may have” learned about the non-existing “bounty,” and as Posner writes books based on his education in the law, this is strengthened by still another conjecture, that James earl Ray “might have” learned about this made-up bounty.

Clearly there is no substance to any of this.  It is conjecture for which there is no basis of any kind other than Posner’s need for it in what he is making up based on what was made up earlier and fed to the House assassins committee.

It is nothing but conjecture that has no support and is not reasonable.

Posner then imagines, as the committee had imagined and had nothing but imagination on it, that because the safely-dead men supposedly behind the supposed bounty were supporters of George Wallace and the other Ray brother, John, was also a Wallace supporter, that somehow connects him and thus all the Rays with the made-up bounty offer for killing King.

John Ray, with the support of his sister, Carol Pepper, was starting a tavern he called The Grapevine.

[John] Sutherland and John Kauffmann, the man he had used as a go-between to pass along his offer of money for King’s death, were major Wallace supporters.  Sutherland even paid the salary of the American Independent Party's Missouri state chairman.  Many of the party's rallying meetings were held near the bar, even when it was under construction in late 1967.  One of the party’s most active organizers lived only a hundred yards from the Grapevine.

The Grapevine was a place where a bounty on King could have been comfortably discussed (page 205).

There was much racism in St. Louis and that bar was in one of the more racist neighborhoods.  No proof or connection of any kind in this.  Nor is there in what Posner imagines, as had been imagined for him by the imagining committee, that the imagined bounty “could have been” discussed, Posner adds “comfortably" at John Ray's bar.

So could flying to the moon be discussed “comfortably” there.

With as much meaning.

And more conjecture and imagining:

If John learned of the bounty, he and Jerry would almost certainly have talked about it -- $50,000 was too tempting to summarily dismiss.  But, as the Ray brothers always operated, a decision that big, especially one that involved a step up to murder, could not be made without the untitled leader of the clan, James.

With nothing that can be considered proof of this made-up bounty to kill King and, of course, with no confirmation to support it, Posner conjectures away, and he had nothing but conjecture and no reasonable basis for any of that.  He begins with a conjecture for which there is no basis of any kind, “if” John learned of that made-up “bounty.”

There is no evidence that John or Jerry Ray ever “learned” about “the bounty” -- that did not exist – and there is no reason to believe that he did or could have – even if it existed.  Posner offers not even a conjecture to have it believed that there is even an if to his “if.”

However, in this Posner, who consistently avoid giving the date of this alleged conspiracy (that is based on Russell Byers and has given the time as before the Grapevine opened here (page 204), times it at when the Grapevine was still in business and during the Wallace campaign.

To this he adds what also has no basis of any kind, that “if” John had heard of this non-existing bounty “he and Jerry would almost certainly have talked about it.  “Almost,” with or without the “certainty,” has no basis in fact of any kind and is based on what has no proof of any kind, this imagined “bounty”  And “would” is still another Posner conjecture.

Assuming what did not exist, what there never was, closeness between the Ray brothers, Posner imagines even more, that they are a “clan” and have a “leader.”  Thus he, can pretend he is not conjecturing when he says that of any “decision” to be made by the “clan” none “could be made without the untitled leader of the clan, James."

This "clan" that in even the Posner account never once met from the time James went to jail.

With this we go back to that complete invention by Posner, that "the Ray brothers always operated" as a clan with James Earl its “untitled leader."

Adept as Posner is in making up what suits his need and making it up out of nothing besides his need, on this he has not even that nothingness to support what he made up.  He has not a single illustration of a single time those Ray brothers ever did anything together – were ever in a room together.

He has not a single illustration, not even one he made up, of what could be called an "operation" by them.  And if he can’t even once place them in the same room at the same time, how can he attribute any “operation” to them?  Yet he says that from their non-existing – ever – “operation” together it was no big deal for “a step up to murder.”

Making it up in a work of supposed nonfiction is bad enough but making it up with not even a pretense of a basis for it and in contradiction to what was known is shystering for a writer as it is for a shystering lawyer.

This is the kind of writing that not even the supermarket tabloids would use.

There is nothing to accredit any of it, no reason to believe any of it was even possible and, as is obvious, no proof of any of it and no reason to believe there could be any truth to it.

None before the House committee, which could subpoena and compel testimony – if there was anybody who could have any knowledge what was made up and made up out of nothing.
But, the committee got headlines for it and Posner got acceptability out of it in interviews, on TV and there is no questioning of any of it in any review of which I know or was sent copies.

Even the origin of that supposed bounty and how the committee learned about it have no credibility of any kind.  Can’t be believed.

The committee learned as I learned of it, from the FBI but the FBI was careful to give it to the committee first, although it was required to give it to me in CA 75‑1996 in which it is a record that was within that litigation.  But the FBI also wanted publicity for that fiction, what it gave to the committee without any of the background it had on its source.
On this Posner is with the FBI.  He has not a word about the source of the FBI’s.  Nor has he any mention of how the committee learned about it.  He does not refer to any FBI record that the committee did use or could have used as its lead.  Yet all that he needed to know was in those FBI records I forced out of secrecy and to which, as a result, he had access to them in the FBI’s public reading room of which he makes so much to impress his uninformed reader.  This includes what the committee did use as its "lead," the lead that had been fed the committee with carelessness that causes no problem in, for or with that committee.

Although in that lawsuit the FBI was required to give me all records that related in any way to the King assassination and all threats to kill him, this one was not given to me voluntarily.  That is because the FBI wanted the play on it that it could figure the committee would want and that it wanted for that bad in​formation, that fake.  It was not until I learned of it from the public attention the committee got for it that I could appeal its denial.  That is when I got what the FBI described as all that is relevant and clearly was not that.

There are indications that there was haste in getting this stuff to the committee that was so gullible when it was fed bad information that was to its liking.

The copy given me has no signatory and no place for any signatory and it had “Director, FBI,”  in whose name the memo was sent, as part of the address!

It is addressed to Robert L. Keuch, of the Department’s criminal division, who was its liaison with the committee.  It is dated March 24, 1978, with three internal copies indicated, the first to a “Mr. Bailey," who may be the TWB who dictated this memo, one to an unidentified “Mr. G. J. Foster” and one to “Legal Counsel Division.”  Outside the FBI two copies are indicated one to the Department’s Civil Rights Division and one to the Office of Professional Responsibility.  In the Department the King case was in the Civil Rights Division.  The Office of Professional Responsibility was supposed to be a sort-of watchdog.

The only FBI listing indicated is in its file on that committee.

That the FBI was deliberately withholding this from where it was relevant, in its files on the King assassination, is established by the Note at the bottom of the first page.  That note reads, in full:

NOTE:
By teletype dated March 13, 1978, St. Louis advised file review of SL (obliterated), Bufile (obliterated) revealed information not previously disseminated concerning possible suspect in the Martin Luther King assassination.  St. Louis furnished this informa​tion in letterhead memorandum form March 13, 1978.

“Possible suspect in the King assassination,” with Ray convicted and in jail?  The FBI had no explanation of how it could have any “suspect” with the man it always claimed was the lone assassin already in jail for the rest of his life.

This is strange language but it does establish relevance.  It did relate to the King assassination and the St. Louis FBI office records were what was taken to be disclosed in that lawsuit.  But no copy was designated for the FBI’s King assassination records although the one Department component to which it was sent is the component to which, in the Department, that case was assigned.

The obliterations, those of the two file identifications withheld in the quoted note and those in the text that follows are attributed to the exemptions that is to protect privacy and the identification of FBI informers.

There is no explanation in this memorandum of why the information was “not previously disseminated,” here seeming to refer to that committee only:

In connection with the HSCA's Investigation into the assassination of‑Martin Luther King, Jr., the FBI Field Office in St. Louis, by, teletype dated March 13, 1978, advised that during an unrelated file review information not previously disseminated concerning this matter had been surfaced.  This information was furnished to FBI Headquarters in a memorandum from the St. Louis Field Office dated March 13, 1978, which was received by the Congressional Inquiry Unit, Records Management Division, on March 16. 1978.  Additional information concerning this matter was telephonically furnished by the St. Louis Office on March 17, 1978, which is contained in the attached memorandum dated March 20, 1978.

(Portion redacted) furnished information of value to this Bureau (portion redacted).

Enclosed are an original and one copy each of two memorandums dated March 13, 1978, and March 20, 19782 which contain information of interest to the Committee.  It is requested that you furnish copies of the enclosed memorandums to the HSCA.

It becomes clear that the withholdings are to hide the identification of the FBI “symbol” informant, or an official and paid FBI informer.  The exemptions claimed for what is withheld from page 2 are privacy and the protection of an FBI informer:

On March 17, 1978, Special Agent (portion redacted) St. Louis Field Supervisor, was contacted regarding additional information concerning this matter.  (Portion redacted) advised that St. Louis Informant had spoken with Russell George Beyers who is a fence in the St. Louis area.  (Portion redacted)  A copy of the original source contact memorandum was placed in (portion redacted) informant file and an 87-file, however, there is no evidence that Beyers was ever questioned about the meeting with the deceased St. Louis attorney.  Additionally, there is no evidence that this information was ever acted on or disseminated outside the St. Louis Office.  Beyers was arrested approximately two weeks ago by the St. Louis Police Department as suspect in a St. Louis museum burglary and this precipitated the file review which surfaced the information in question.  (Portion redacted) stated that both the Agent and Supervisor who handled original contact memorandum with St. Louis informant have retired.  The original St. Louis informant (portion redacted) Bufile (portion redacted) to whom Beyers spoke (portion redacted)

Response regarding (portion redacted) was coordinated with Special Agent (portion redacted) Criminal Informant Unit, Division Six.

A search was made of the central records index for Russell George Beyers.  (Portion redacted).

Original St. Louis letterhead memorandum dated March 13, 1978, contained informant symbol number, and St. Louis and Bureau informant file numbers, and was, therefore, retyped with this information deleted.

As the HSCA is expected to have an intense interest in this information, it is being furnished in memorandum form through the Department to the committee.

This does confirm that the FBI’s source was one of its informers of its St. Louis office.

It misspells Byers name and refers to him as a fence or one who markets what has been stolen.  To refer to Byers as merely a fence was to praise him, to the FBI’s knowledge and as we see.

FBI agents are supposed to fill out a special form reporting each contact with each informer so what this reports is the usual practice: a record is made of what the informer tells the FBI.  That a record was placed in the 87 file does indicate the nature of the information the informer gave the FBI, as the FBI St. Louis office decided.  In the FBI file classifications, 87 is for the “Interstate Transportation of Stolen Property (Fraud by Wire, Radio or Television).”
It then became clear that this memorandum is not and is not intended to be fully informative because in the not quite two typed lines that could be applicable and are withheld there is not space enough to identify the "deceased St. Louis attorney” and give the content of the information that, as this memo has it, Byers should have been questioned about or that he could have learned about in his meeting with that attorney.

It is rather a modest description of the Byers arrest to say that he "was a suspect in a St. museum burglary.”  "The value of what museums hold varies greatly and, as we see, what Byers was involved in was a rare and an expensive work of art.

The rest seems to be a modest admission of negligence by the FBI in St. Louis about which nothing can be done because the agent and his then supervisor are both retired.

There is also something very unusual about this record and in what follows it.  Unusual for the FBI.  Very unusual.

There is much in this that requires explanation that does not exist and it seems the committee did not ask for.

It is not easy to believe that anybody in the FBI did nothing when told of a plot to kill anybody and it is even more impossible to believe that anybody in the FBI did and said nothing at all when the person to be killed was as prominent as King and when there can not have been anybody in the FBI who did not know of the director’s hatred of King.

With it specific that copies of what the informer reported were placed in only two places, that 87 file and the informer file, there is no explanation of how “the file review” this “precipitated” led to or involved Byers.  One possible explanation is that the informer “had spoken with” him, no reason or explanation given, and another is that the existing St. Louis FBI 87 file or the informer file held reference to him.

Why the FBI provides not a word on why its informer spoke to Byers, why Byers spoke to the informer  or who initiated their conversation are an unanswered mystery that the House assassins committee also ignored, let remain a mystery.

What is obvious is the possibility that the FBI deliberately withheld some information so that the information it withheld would be denied at least to the committee.  Bearing on this is what is obliterated, the rest of the paragraph following, “A search was made of the central records index for Russell George Beyers [sic],” which was not necessarily withheld from the committee, and what is no explanation of the “retyping” of that memo “with this information deleted,” that information being the informant symbol and file number, at headquarters and in St. Louis.

I have and have gone over about a third of a million pages of FBI records and I’ve gone over innumerable other FBI records that were not disclosed to me and I do not remember a single other occasion on which anything was retyped by the FBI to withhold information, whether that information be no more than a number or whether there be pages of information the FBI and other agencies, like the CIA, wanted to withhold.

It is not done and it is not necessary.

The FBI has disclosed to me redacted copies of countless of its original records from which it obliterated the file and symbol numbers of its informers.

There was another reason for “retyping” that record, if it was only retyped, and that was to withhold other information, more than the symbol and file numbers of the informer.

What it was we have no way of knowing but what we do know, what is without question, is that it was not necessary to retype to withhold symbol and file numbers.

It likewise is without question that this was very well known at headquarters and that headquarters is silent about it.  This means that whatever the FBI trickery was, headquarters was in on it, if headquarters did not order it.

We have no way of knowing how much attention any member of the committee paid to this but what is without question is that the man who ran it, the G. Robert Blakey who had been in the Department’s organized crime section which had so many, FBI records with informer symbols and numbers withheld from them by redaction, knew very well that it was not necessary to retype to withhold those numbers.  He had to know that there was a different reason for retyping.  There is no more obvious reason that retyping to withhold other than the symbol and informer numbers.

That; Blakey and his committee were silent about this tells us much about them, about Blakey in particular:
HOUSE SELECT COMMITTEE ON ASSASSINATIONS

U. S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

In the course of a file review conducted at the St. Louis FBI Office in an unrelated matter, a St. Louis informant file was reviewed.  This file contained a contact memorandum dated March 19, 1974, which set forth information relating to several criminal matters and also contained the following paragraph:
(Portion redacted) Beyers talked freely about himself and his business, and they later went to (portion redacted) where Beyers told a story about visiting a lawyer in St. Louis County, now deceased, not further identified, who had offered to give him a contract to kill Martin Luther King.  He said that also present was a short, stocky man, who walked with a limp.  (Later, with regard to the latter individual, Beyers commented that this man was actually the individual who made the payoff of James Earl Ray after the killing.)  Beyers said he had declined to accept this contract, he did remark that this lawyer had confederate flags and other items about the house that might indicate that he was 'a real rebel'.  Beyers also commented that he had been offered either $10,000 or $20,000 to kill King.
Extensive further research in the St. Louis indices and files failed to reveal this information was in any way disseminated and the information simply reposes in the informant file.
For what is obliterated from this memorandum, and the first obliteration is of more than five typed lines, the second about a quarter of one line, the exemption to protect an FBI informer or source is claimed.  It seems to refer to what Byers told the FBI’s informer.  Byers is quoted as saying, he had been offered a contract to kill King.
What the FBI memo next says is not attributed to Byers by the House committee or by Posner, nor does the FBI express an interest in learning what basis Byers had or could have had for saying of anyone that that “this man was actually the individual who made the payoff to James Earl Ray after the killing.”

If what Byers said about the payoff man he claims to have met is true, and there is no doubt it is not true, can anything he says be believed?

Of course not!

The sum Byers said he was offered to do the job was “either $10,000 or $20,000.”

Do murders come that cheaply in St. Louis that a very prominent man of international fame and importance, whose murder would cause a major sensation, can be bought for as little as $10 thousand dollars?  Or that those who wanted King murdered believed they could get him killed for so little?

Or could they believe they could offer a contract to have King killed, have it turned down, and then expect the man to whom they made the offer to keep his mouth closed?

Of course they could not.

Except in the story Byers made up and all the others, most recently Posner, bought, trusting it and basing part of a book on it.

There is in this memo what should have caused immediate questions within the FBI and should have on the committee.  It is that a professional criminal, who could be hurt by it, “talked freely about himself and about his business” as well as about that alleged offer of a contract to kill King.  Even if Byers had the cover of a legitimate business, and that he had such a cover is not indicated, that he would talk “freely” about himself must have raised questions inside the FBI.

Criminals do not survive by blabbing.

And if there was a reason for Byers to blab to the FBI’s informer, it is not indicated in any way in this FBI report on their conversation.

If their conversation was on Byers initiative, then the FBI should have had even more questions about his blabbing and about what he blabbed about.

Criminals do not prosper by giving anyone any information about themselves – unless they have reason for it.

Byers did have a reason.  For him it was a very good reason.  We come to it.
What is conspicuous about the March 20 memorandum is that it says so little.  It seems to be designed for internal purposes part of which could be to make a show of helping the committee, what is ordinarily far from the FBI’s mind or in most cases, its concept of its interest.

What the FBI considers to be adequate "background information” on Byers is two withheld short pieces of lines of typing.  The longer one is only twenty three letters long.  When the upper one is the date of his birth it does not seem that more than his address can be included in twenty-three letters and it should be more than his address is required for an adequate response to FBI headquarters of its St. Louis office to “furnish background data on Beyers.”

The withholding is attributed to protecting Byers’ privacy, but it would seem that because he had been arrested in connection with the robbing of a museum, the information the FBI withheld was to protect a privacy that did not exist after the newspapers published that information.

Where was the same routing of copies of this memo:[image: image1.png]'HOUSE SELECT COMMITTEE ON ASSASSINATIONS
U. S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (HSCA)

In oonnection with the H3CA's investigation into
the assassination of Martin Luther King, Jr., the St. Louls
Office of the FBI surfaced information during a file review
in an unrelated matter which it is believed is of interest
to the Committee. This information concerning a St. Louis
informant discussing with (first name not furnished) Beyers
several individuals who may have information germane to the
HSCA's investigation was furnished to FBI Headquarters, in the
attached memorandum dated March 13, 1978. '

In order to facilitate the Committee's evaluation
of the information contained in above-mentioned memorandum,
the St. Louls Office was asked to furnish background data
on Beyers. On March 17, 1978, the St. Louis Office
telephonically furnished the following:

NAME: Russell OGeorge Beyers

The information contained in the memorandum of
March 13, 1978, was discovered as a result of a file review
conducted for background data on Beyers who was recently
arrested by the St. Louls Police Department for his alleged
participation in the burglary of a St. Louis museunm.

Where information is not provided, it is because
it 1s not retrievable or is not being furnished pursuant to
the Memorandum of Understanding.




This does not state how they came to discuss the King assassination but if Byers initiated that discussion, the FBI should have wondered why.  If, as it turned out he did, he gave the names of those “several individuals.” There was another reason for the FBI to have questions.  But it had no questions from its own reflection of its own records.  No questions with Ray in jail for that crime.
That there was no FBI wonder about any of this is too abnormal to ignore.

It is not explained away by saying that the agent to whom that informer reported and the superior of that agent had both retired.  (Which did not keep the FBI from questioning them as from its own records the FBI avoided doing.)

That this information was “discovered" in a file review on Byers means that what the informer reported was indexed, the only way that report would turn up when St. Louis could have "discovered" it if the informer’s report was filed only in the FBI’s 137 file on him and in the 87 file referred to above (137 files are for "Criminal lnformants.")

So now we are to believe that the FBI's file clerks went over the report for indexing prior to filing, saw the report of a contract to kill Martin Luther King, Jr., and did not index that?

This is impossible to believe!
With it indexed, it is impossible to believe that there could have been any search of the files at the time King was killed or any search of the files, as was required to comply with the stipulated agreement filed by the FBI with the court in CA 75‑1996, without this being "discovered."

We know, we can know, only what the FBI has said.

When that cannot be believed all we can do is wonder why.

If the FBI did not believe that information, that would not have kept it from indexing the bad information.  It has scads of bad information indexed, to my knowledge from examination of many thousands of pages to which I have the FBI's indexing

If it was not believed, could that have kept the St. Louis office from including it in a King assassination records search?

Not likely but perhaps not impossible.

When we add all that is wrong with these few pages up, what it adds up is that the FBI cannot be believed in this Byers business.

Why it did what cannot be believed is something else but we have seen enough to be confident that what the FBI says in these few pages cannot all be true  and cannot be believed.

One of the omissions in the FBI’s disclosed records relating to Byers conversation with the FBI informer is the date of their conversation.  That it could have been after King was assassinated is possible, as it is possible that Byers could have talked about it before King was assassinated.  If it had been before King was assassinated it would have been a decade or more before these memos were written.

That does not seem likely.

What is certain is that the St. Louis FBI record with which this begins is dated.  The informer contact record is and is required to be dated.  But we have seen nothing in this rewriting of the St. Louis record which, as we have seen, did not require rewriting, that dates it.  This cannot be an accident nor can it be an FBI oversight.  Omitting it is one possible explanation for the retyping of what did not have to be retyped to withhold from it anything at all the FBI wanted to withhold from it.

What the FBI’s MURKIN files make clear is that there was nothing new or original in this Byers story other than the names of the two men he had involved in it, both of whom were dead, and the amount to have been paid under their alleged contract to kill King.

It is, in fact, except for the sum and the two names, the story that Raymond Curtis made up, a common story in essentially that form as those seeking some benefit made stories up in the hope of getting that benefit.

What tends to make this more interesting is that the Raymond Curtis story was in the FBI’s St. Louis files.  It is in what Posner did not know and did not say is in the St. Louis MURKIN file from which he claims to have used information because he has that file number, without mention of MURKIN with it, a number of times in his source notes.

(Which is to say still again that if Posner had done his own work he would have known this – as it relates to Curtis, who he used as a dependable source, and as it relates to his going so big for Byers fabrication.)

Not only that but St. Louis sent a copy to Headquarters.

In the Xeroxing, part of the name of the newspaper in which the story appeared and part of the name of the city in which its was published were obscured by paper atop them.

The newspaper was the . . . ville Daily Express of April 24, 1968.  It was published in . . . ville, Missouri. It was a UPI story and where the FBI form for mounting clippings has “Character” it typed in "MURKIN."  The St. Louis file is 44-775, Section 1.  It is also given as Sub I-25.

Here is that UPI story in full from that FBI St. Louis file (two pictures of Ray and the caption under them are omitted):

Says Ray Planned to Collect King ‘Bounty’

DALTON, Ga. (UPI)  -- Fugitive James Earl Ray once said he would collect a "million dollar bounty" put up by a mysterious "Businessmen's association" for the death of Dr. Martin Luther King Jr., according to a prison friend.

Ray, an escapee from the Missouri state prison, has been charged with conspiracy and murder in the assassination of King at Memphis April 4.

Raymond Curtis, in jail here awaiting an appeal of a murder conviction, said he had served with Ray in jail once and in prison twice and the matter of King first came up shortly after President Kennedy was assassinated in 1963.

"Well, somebody made a pretty penny for that,” Ray told Curtis after hearing of Kennedy of Kennedy’s death.

About a week later, in the yard of the Jefferson City prison, Ray said a “new man just in off the street” told him “The businessmen’s association has a million dollar bounty out for Martin Luther King.”

He said Ray smiled and said “If there is a million dollars out on King, I believe if I ever get out I’ll collect it.”

Curtis said the subject of King came up “a couple of times” thereafter.  Curtis finally was freed and Ray fled the prison last year hiding in a bread truck.

Curtis said he had no idea what the "businessman's association" was.  Authorities said Tuesday they were pursuing several reports ‑- some circulating in prisons ‑- that there was a “contract" out for King's death.

"I didn't think much about it at the time,” said Curtis, "In prison, you hear all sorts of hellacious ideas."  FBI agents have questioned him about his talks with Ray.

Curtis said Ray never mentioned racial matters, "He didn’t have any prejudice.  He didn’t care if a man was white or colored,” Curtis said.  "He was only interested in money."
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